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Remarks 

The claims have been amended to expressly clarify the patentability of the 
invention. Claim 1 was amended to make clear that the mouthpiece and the 
holder are each made of a single piece of molded plastic, and that the holder is 
inserted directly into the mouthpiece. Thus the apparatus has only two parts. 
Claims 1-5 and 8-13 were rejected over Grasso(US 3,313,308). Grasso°s holder 
has at least two parts which are connected by legs and lugs. Therefore, Grasso 
meets neither the requirement that both the mouthpiece and the holder be a 
single piece of molded plastic, nor that there be only two parts. It is not pertinent 
whether the prior art device possess the functional characteristics of the claimed 
invention if the reference does not describe or suggest its structure (see In re 
Mills, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430, 1432-33 (Fed. Cir. 1990)). Using only 
two parts and making the two parts out of molded plastic is a principal advantage 
of the invention since it simplifies the process of disassembly, cleaning, and 
reassembly. 

Also, the invention uses two o-rings whereas Grasso uses only one o-ring and a 
seal held together with legs and lugs in place of the second o-rlng. Neither 
Grasso alone or in combination with the other references teach using two o- 
rings.The test for obviousness is not whether the features of one reference may 
be bodily incorporated into another reference. . . . Rather, we look to see whether 
combined teachings render the claimed subject matter obvious. (See In re 
Wood, 599 F.2d 1032, 202 USPQ 171, 174 (C.C.PA 1979)). 

There is no suggestion in the prior art to modify them to have a device with two 
parts wherein each past is made from a single piece of molded plastic. 
"Obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings of the prior art 
to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching or suggestion supporting 
the combination. Under section 1 03, teachings of references can be combined 
only if there is some suggestion or incentive to do so." (quoting ACS Hosp. 
Systems, Inc. v. Montefiore Hosp.. 732 F.2d 1572, 1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 
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(Fed Cmt, 1984))- 77 « The Wre fact that the piw art may be rnodjfie^ In the- 
TTOnneF suggjBSted by the Examiner do.es not make the modification obvious 

,972 F,2d 1 260; 2i USPQZd^l 780, 1 783-8f (FejCl- pier . "1892). - ^ : 
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